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HISTORICAL NOTES 151 

The above pages are a true copy of the original entries in 
Alexander Gillon's Bible now (1916) in my possession. 

Allen E. Beeman, 
Fairfield, Conn., Jan. 6, 1916. 

SOUTH CAROLINA AND THE WHITNEY COTTON GIN 

As to South Carolina's purchase of the patent to Eli Whitney's 
cotton gin so that it might be free to the use of all citizens of the 
state there have been some interesting and conflicting statements. 
Ramsey in the History of South Carolina simply asserts that the 
legislature appropriated $50,000.00 for the purchase of the patent. 
In Mill's Statistics of South Carolina is to be found a similar state- 
ment. On the other hand, McMaster contends that the state 
basely repudiated its contract. In Channing's recently published 
fourth volume no positive opinion is expressed at all. 

An investigation of sources will produce some interesting inforj 
mation. In the Journals of the Senate of South Carolina for 1801 
we find that on Dec. 1 and Dec. 7 respectively (pp. 63 and 111) 
petitions were presented from "Sundry Inhabitants" of Richland 
and Hershaw Districts praying that "the patent right to making, 
using, and vending of cotton gin" be purchased so that the same 
might be free to citizens of the state. These were both agreed to. 
Then on Dec. 19 a bill was passed (Cooper's Statutes of S. C, 
vol. 5, p. 427), providing that $50,000.00 should be paid to Miller 
and Whitney for their patent — $20,000.00 to be paid down at once 
and the rest in instalments of $10,000.00 each on Sept. 1, 1802, 
Sept, 1, 1803, and Oct, 1, 1804. 

Later we find an act passed on Dec. 17, 1803 (Statutes of S. 
C„ vol. 5, p. 472), by which the Comptroller was authorized to 
suspend or recall "the payment of his warrant for any appro- 
priations heretofore made for the payments due or to become due 
to Miller and Whitney, any law to the contrary notwithstanding, 
until the event of existing disputes between the State and the 
said Miller and Whitney is concluded." Nothing further on the 
subject is to be found in the statute books. 

However, new light is thrown on the subject by the Journals of 
the House of Representatives for 1804. We find in these (p. 216) 
that a joint report was made on Dec. 18 by a committee of both 
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houses on a memorial by Eli Whitney. Also a resolution of the 
legislature directing a suit to be brought against Miller and Whitney 
was framed. The joint report recommended that this suit should 
be discontinued, to which the house agreed by 55 ayes to 32 
noes. Report and resolution were then both sent to the Senate. 

The next day, Dec. 19 (p. 232), a House Committee report, 
concurred in by the Senate, was submitted. This set forth that 
Miller and Whitney had tried to refund money paid them by vari- 
ous citizens of the state before its purchase of the patent, but 
that the task was difficult. The committee felt that this money 
should be deposited with the Comptroller General to give back. 
It also recommended that the models offered by Whitney should 
be accepted by the State in satisfaction of the contract between 
them, and that the suit already begun against Miller and Whit- 
ney should be discontinued. The committee declared its belief 
that Whitney was the true inventor of the gin but urged that he 
be required to give bonds to indemnify any citizen against claims 
of others to the invention before the last payment was made to 
him. 

It then becomes clear that a difficulty arose between Whitney 
and the state authorities and that payments to him were stopped 
and also a lawsuit commenced. However, that House Committee 
report of Dec. 19, 1804, would indicate that part, probably 
$40,000.00, of the original appropriation had already been paid 
over and that the rest would in course of time follow. 

D. Httger Bacot, Jr. 
Temple University, 
Philadelphia. 

SIR JOHN YEAMANS, AN HISTORICAL ERROR 

Sir John Yeamans was appointed Governor of the Province of 
Carolina by the Lords Proprietors and assumed office 19 th April 
1672. He served for some time, but seems to have "lost out" 
with the Lords Proprietors because of his championship of the 
infant settlement, and his urgency that greater support should be 
extended, and larger supplies sent to it, than the Proprietors 
who were more impatient for returns than desirous of further ex- 
penditures, were willing to accede to. On 18 May 1674 a letter 
was addressed by the Lords Proprietors to the Council in Caro- 



